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Status 

1 )K Responsive to communication(s) filed on 9/28/06 . 
2a)D This action is FINAL. 2b)KI This action is non-final. 

3) D Since this application is in condition for allowance except for formal matters, prosecution as to the merits is 
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5) D Claim(s) is/are allowed. 
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Application Papers 
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DETAILED ACTION 
Response to Amendment 

1 . This communication is responsive to the amendment filed on 9/28/06. 
Accordingly, claims 1-3,6-7,9,13-15 and 18-19 have been canceled, clams 21 and 22 
have been added and claims 4,5,8,10,11,12,16,17,20,21 and 22 are currently pending 
in this application. 

Claim Rejections - 35 USC § 112 

1 . The following is a quotation of the first paragraph of 35 U.S.C. 112: 

The specification shall contain a written description of the invention, and of the manner and process of 
making and using it, in such full, clear, concise, and exact terms as to enable any person skilled in the 
art to which it pertains, or with which it is most nearly connected, to make and use the same and shall 
set forth the best mode contemplated by the inventor of carrying out his invention. 

Claims 8, 21 and 22 are rejected under 35 U.S.C. 112, first paragraph, as failing to 
comply with the written description requirement. The claim(s) contains subject matter 
which was not described in the specification in such a way as to reasonably convey to 
one skilled in the relevant art that the inventor(s), at the time the application was filed, 
had possession of the claimed invention. Amended claim 8 recites, in part, "repeating 
the terminating of the weakest soft handoff link for at least some of the plurality of 
serviced mobile terminals. Claims 21 and 22 contain, in part, the limitations "fewer than 
N unused Walsh Codes", "M or more cell sectors or cell sites, where M is an integer", 
"M is greater than a predetermined lesser number of soft handoff links S, where S is an 
integer, reducing the number of cell sectors or cell sites M by one and repeat the steps 
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of determining the weakest soft handoff link and causing that link to be dropped. These 
limitations are not included in the original specification and are considered new matter. 

Claim Rejections - 35 USC § 103 

1 . The following is a quotation of 35 U.S.C. 103(a) which forms the basis for all 
obviousness rejections set forth in this Office action: 

(a) A patent may not be obtained though the invention is not identically disclosed or described as set 
forth in section 102 of this title, if the differences between the subject matter sought to be patented and 
the prior art are such that the subject matter as a whole would have been obvious at the time the 
invention was made to a person having ordinary skill in the art to which said subject matter pertains. 
Patentability shall not be negatived by the manner in which the invention was made. 

2. Claims 4, 5,8, 10-12 and 21 are rejected under 35 U.S.C. 103(a) as being 
unpatentable over Reed et al. (US 6,160,798). 

Regarding claim 8, Reed teaches assigning a plurality of Walsh Codes to each of a 
plurality of serviced mobile terminals, wherein each of a plurality of Walsh Codes 
servicing a mobile terminal corresponds to respective soft handoff link transmissions 
(col. 1, lines 19-26 and further described in col. 8, lines 19-23) and each of the plurality 
of Walsh codes is used by each cell or sector participating in hand-off for the service 
mobile terminals for covering its soft handoff link transmissions (col. 1 , lines 19-39; 
Fig.1); determining that an insufficient number of unused Walsh Codes are available 
(col. 1 , lines 40-52); and limiting the number of soft handoff links that can be employed 
for each of the plurality of mobile terminals to thereby limit the number of Walsh Codes 
being employed by (further described in col. 8, lines 14-36): terminating a weakest soft 
handoff link for at least some of the plurality of mobile terminals (col. 8, lines 1 9-27). 
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Reed fails to explicitly disclose reducing the number of cell sectors or cell sites to 
limit the number of soft handoff links that can be employed for hand-off. Since Reed 
discloses limiting the number of links from the base stations to the mobile terminal (col. 
8, lines 19-27), it would have been obvious to one skilled in the art to realize the number 
of cell sectors or sites will be reduced, since the links from the base station are no 
longer connected to the mobile. 

Reed fails to explicitly disclose repeating the termination of the weakest soft 
handoff link for at least some of the plurality of serviced mobile terminals. However, it 
would have been obvious to one skilled in the art to repeat the step of terminating the 
weakest handoff link, in order to continue to increase the number of available spreading 
codes by eliminating the weaker links. 

Regarding claim 10, Reed teaches the method wherein the respective weakest soft 
handoff link is determined based upon the strength of corresponding pilot signals, as 
measured and reported by the mobile terminal (col. 3, lines 25-35). 
Regarding claim 11, Reed teaches a method wherein a plurality of reports of pilot 
signal strengths are used in conjunction with mathematical operations to determine the 
weakest soft handoff link (col. 9, lines 31-39). Reed fails to explicitly disclose an 
averaging operation. 

An averaging operation is a type of mathematical operation. Since Reed teaches 
mathematical operations to determine the weakest forward link, it would obvious to 
include an averaging operation as a type of mathematical operation, in order to 
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determine the weakest soft handoff link by obtaining an average of pilot signal 
strengths. 

Regarding claim 12, Reed teaches terminating a weakest soft handoff link for each 
mobile terminal being serviced by two forward links (col. 3, lines 47-55). 

Reed fails to explicitly disclose terminating a weakest soft handoff link for each 
mobile terminal being serviced by five or six forward links. 

However, terminating multiple forward links are known in the art and therefore, 
would be obvious to include multiple forward link handoffs for terminating multiple weak 
forwarding links, so as to eliminate the weakest links in order to increase spreading 
code availability. 

Regarding claim 21, Reed teaches determining when a given communications cell 
sector or cell site has a certain number of unused Walsh Codes (col. 1 , lines 40-52), 
thereby blocking new call setups or new hand-offs by the given cell sector or cell site 
(col. 1 , lines 49-52); when the given communications cell sector or cell site has a certain 
number of unused Walsh Codes, for each mobile unit in communication with the given 
cell sector or cell site having soft handoff links between cell sectors or cell sites, 
determining the weakest soft handoff link with the given cell sector or cell site (col. 8, 
lines 14-36) and causing that link to be dropped thereby increasing the unused Walsh 
Codes at the given cell sector or cell site (col. 8, lines 19-27). 

Although Reed fails to explicitly disclose fewer than N unused Walsh codes, 
where N is a pre-set integer, M or more cell sites, where M is an integer, S soft handoff 
links, where S is an integer, Reed does disclose a certain number of unused Walsh 
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codes (col. 1, lines 40-52), base stations 22,24,26 within cell sites 28,30,32, and soft 
handoff links (Fig. 1, links 38,54,46 and 48;col. 8, lines 29, 38-39, 46-47). 

In view of this, it would have been obvious to one skilled in the art to realize the 
Walsh codes, cell sites and soft handoff links have integers values, for the purpose of 
tracking the number of codes, sites and links associated with the communication 
network. 

Furthermore, Reed fails to explicitly disclose reducing the number of cell sectors 
or cell sites M by one. Since Reed discloses limiting the number of links from the base 
stations to the mobile terminal (col. 8, lines 19-27), it would have been obvious to one 
skilled in the art to realize the number of cell sectors or sites will be reduced, since the 
links from the base station are no longer connected to the mobile. 

In addition, Reed fails to explicitly disclose in the event that the preceding step 
fails to increase the number of unused Walsh Codes and the number of cell sectors or 
cell sites M, where M is greater than a predetermined lesser number of soft handoff 
links S, where S is an integer, reducing the number of cell sectors or cell sites M by one 
and repeat the steps of determining the weakest soft handoff link and causing that link 
to be dropped. 

However, it would have been obvious to one skilled in the art to repeat the step 
of terminating the weakest soft handoff link when the previous step fails to increase the 
number of unused Walsh codes, in order to continue to eliminate the weaker links and 
thus provide an increase in the number of available spreading codes and alleviate the 
code shortage to further allow users access to a traffic channel. 
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Regarding claim 4, Reed teaches the method of claim 21 , wherein the weakest soft 
handoff link is determined based upon the strength of corresponding pilot signals, as 
measured and reported by each mobile unit in communication with the given cell sector 
or cell site having soft handoff links between M or more cell sectors or cell sites (col. 3, 
lines 25-35; see Fig. 1). 

Regarding claim 5, Reed teaches the method of claim 4, wherein, a plurality of reports 
of pilot signal strengths are used in conjunction with mathematical operations to 
determine the weakest soft handoff link (col. 9, lines 31-39). Reed fails to explicitly 
disclose an averaging operation. 

An averaging operation is a type of mathematical operation. Since Reed teaches 
mathematical operations to determine the weakest soft handoff link, it would obvious to 
include an averaging operation as a type of mathematical operation, in order conclude 
the weakest soft handoff link by obtaining an average of pilot signal strengths. 

3. Claims 16, 17 and 20, 22 are rejected under 35 U.S.C. 103(a) as being 
unpatentable over Reed et al. (US 6,160,798) in view of Wakuta et al. (US 
2005/0221828). 

Regarding claim 22, Reed teaches the same limitations described above in the 
rejection of claim 21 . Reed further teaches a base station controller that supports Code 
Division Multiple Access (CDMA) operations, the base station controller (Fig. 1 , 42) 
comprising: at least one base station interface that interfaces the base station controller 
to a plurality of base stations (the interfaces must exist to connect communication lines 
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44 to multiple base stations); and at least one digital processor (controller 46) coupled 
to the base station interface; and a plurality of software instructions that are executed by 
the processor, the plurality of software instructions comprising: software instructions 
(col. 3, lines 22-23) that, upon execution by the processor, cause the base station 
controller to perform the functions described above in the rejection of claim 21 . 

Reed fails to explicitly disclose a Mobile Switching Center (MSC). It is known in 
the art that MSCs are connected to base station controllers, which inherently include an 
interface for connecting the two units^ 

However, Wakuta discloses an MSC interface that interfaces the base station 
controller to a MSC (Fig. 7, interface must exist in order to communicate with the base 
station controller). 

In view of this, it would have been obvious to one skilled in the art to include an 
MSC interface, so as to provide connection means to the base station. 
Regarding claim 16, Reed teaches the base station controller of claim 22, wherein the 
base station controller determines the weakest soft handoff link based upon the strength 
of corresponding pilot signals, as measured and reported by the mobile unit in 
communication with the given cell sector or cell site having soft handoff links between M 
or more cell sectors or cell sites (col. 3, lines 56-64). 

Regarding claim 17, Reed teaches the base station controller of claim 16, wherein a 
plurality of reports of pilot signal strengths are used in conjunction with mathematical 
operations to determine the weakest soft handoff link (col. 9, lines 31-39). Reed fails to 
explicitly disclose an averaging operation. 
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An averaging operation is a type of mathematical operation. Since Reed teaches 
mathematical operations to determine the weakest forward link, it would obvious to 
include an averaging operation as a type of mathematical operation, in order conclude 
the weakest forward link by obtaining an average of pilot signal strengths. 
Regarding claim 20, Reed teaches the base station controller of claim 22, wherein the 
base station controller operates consistent with IS-95A, IS-95B, 1xRTT, or 1xEV-DO 
operating standards (col. 1 , lines 28-31). 

Response to Arguments 

4. Applicants arguments filed 9/28/06 have been fully considered but they are not 
persuasive. Applicant argues the Reed reference does not reduce the number of cell 
sites or sectors, but instead replaces them with less resource burdened sites or sectors. 
However, Examiner respectfully disagrees. Applicants claim language recites "reducing 
the number of cell sectors or cell sites to limit the number of soft handoff links that can 
be employed for hand-off. Examiner would like to direct the Applicant to col. 8, lines 19- 
27 and Figure 1, mobile 34, soft handoff link 38, and base station 22. Reed describes 
limiting the number of links (38) from the base station (22) to the mobile terminal (34). 
Once the soft handoff link is removed, the mobile terminal is no longer connected to that 
particular base station within that cell site (28). Therefore, the number of cell sectors or 
cell sites (28) is reduced. The Reed reference teaches the claimed limitations and the 
rejection has been maintained. 
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Conclusion 



Any inquiry concerning this communication or earlier communications from the 
examiner should be directed to Rhonda Murphy whose telephone number is (571) 272- 
3185. The examiner can normally be reached on Monday - Friday 8:00 - 4:30pm. 

If attempts to reach the examiner by telephone are unsuccessful, the examiner's 
supervisor, Chau Nguyen can be reached on (571) 272-3126. The fax phone number 
for the organization where this application or proceeding is assigned is 571-273-8300. 

Information regarding the status of an application may be obtained from the 
Patent Application Information Retrieval (PAIR) system. Status information for 
published applications may be obtained from either Private PAIR or Public PAIR. 
Status information for unpublished applications is available through Private PAIR only. 
For more information about the PAIR system, see http://pair-direct.uspto.gov. Should 
you have questions on access to the Private PAIR system, contact the Electronic 
Business Center (EBC) at 866-217-9197 (toll-free). If you would like assistance from a 
USPTO Customer Service Representative or access to the automated information 
system, call 800-786-9199 (IN USA OR CANADA) or 571-272-1000. 



Rhonda Murphy 
Examiner 
Art Unit 2616 
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